The present paper contrasts verb-first (= V1-)conditionals in written usage in present-day English and German. Based on the hypothesis that V1-protases originated in independent interrogatives and then grammaticalized as conditional subordinate clauses in an asynchronous fashion in both languages, we use data from the British National Corpus (BNC) and the Deutsches Referenzkorpus (DeReKo) to investigate the lexical overlap of V1-protases with interrogatives and their functional overlap with 'if-/wenn'-conditionals. The results show, inter alia, that English V1-conditionals are highly divergent from polar interrogatives and occupy a functional niche with respect to 'if-'conditionals, with their German counterparts showing more transitional characteristics in both respects; they also suggest a special role for V1-protases with 'should/sollte' in expressing a subtype of neutral, rather than tentative, conditionality. Finally, prospects are discussed for future research regarding possible synchronic (i.e. discourse-functional) and diachronic (i.e. systemic) motivations for the differences and similarites observed between V1-conditionals in the two present-day languages.
Introduction
Verb-first (henceforth: V1-)conditionals rarely catch the public limelight, but when the German Chancellor, Angela Merkel, first proclaimed (1) "If you don't come today, you can always come tomorrow."
Intentional or not, the association with such comforting pearls of wisdom may explain at least in part the ideological appeal of (1), contributing to the resonance that (1) had as a pro-Euro rallying cry in Germany during the post-2008 financial crisis. Any politician tempted to make a similar move using a V1-conditional in English would be hard put. Searching for English translations of (1) on the internet, one comes across three versions, two of which have 'if' in the protasis, either with the simple present or 'will' in the apodosis, and one has 'should' at the beginning of the protasis and 'will' in the apodosis: Even (5)c. with clause-initial 'should' in (7) is not a direct replica of (1) for the simple reason that main verbs like 'scheitern' "fail" are excluded from V1-protases in present-day English, as indeed is any verb in the present indicative: (5) d. *Fails the Euro, Europe fails / will fail.
Instead, with a few highly restricted exceptions, English V1-conditionals allow just three verb finite forms in their protasis, viz. 'should', 'had' and 'were' (Quirk et al. 1985 :1006 , Huddleston and Pullum 2002 "If the food now follow.SUBJ the will of the belly and the belly that of the food, God annihilates both." Since English V1-conditionals clearly used to be more similar to their modern German counterparts in the past than they are today, it is easy to interpret the differences as the result of a fairly recent divergence. This is explicitly proposed by König (2012:8f.) , who suggests that V1-conditionals in English and German have been developing in an asynchronous fashion: starting out from joint origins in Proto-Germanic times, English V1-conditionals appear to have travelled ahead of their German counterparts along the same grammaticalization path, moving gradually from greater, more German-like variability to the highly restricted state that we find in the data today. 4 In the present paper, we will review the synchronic (i.e. present-day) evidence for this hypothesis, based on data extracted by Van den Nest (2010a) from the British National Corpus (BNC) and the Deutsches Referenzkorpus (DeReKo). 5 An important background assumption we make (in line with König 2012, cf. also Hilpert 2010, Auer and Lindström 2012 and others) is that V1-protases arose historically from polar interrogatives in a scenario suggested inter alia by Jespersen (1940:374) . According to this tradition, V1-conditionals emerged in spoken usage from a 'fictive interaction'-like discourse pattern (Pascual 2014: 35-38) as in (9), which was then reanalysed as a syntactic construction with protasis and apododis:
(9) A: Will you come? (B: Yes.) A: Then we can leave at once.
> Will you come, (then) we can leave at once.
An alternative hypothesis (proposed inter alia by Hopper 1975:50f.) suggests that V1-protases emerged historically from monologual patterns involving V1-declaratives rather than interrogatives. While either theory is difficult to prove on philological grounds (Van den Nest 2010a, b), Jespersen's scenario is at least as credible as Hopper's given the interrogative origins of many conditional markers in the languages of the world (Traugott 1985) and the fact that fictiveinteraction patterns like (9) are well-attested in both earlier and present-day German today and even occasionally in earlier English (Van den Nest 2010a): Jespersen 1940:374) Given the clear structural association of V1-conditionals with polar interrogatives in both German and English, we feel justified in using the presumed interrogative origin of V1-conditionals in English and German as an historical 'tertium comparationis' 6 to derive research questions with respect to the present state and, ultimately, the historical development of V1-conditionals. This implies a rejection of any formalist approach that takes the link of V1-conditionals with 'if-/wenn'-conditionals as its primary focus and derives V1-protases from their 'if-/wenn'-counterparts by V-to-C movement or the like (e.g. Haegeman 2010, Bhatt and Pancheva 2006; cf. Iatridou and Embick 1994 and Haumann 1995 for earlier theories in this vein). Instead, we assume a surfaceoriented position which accounts for the V1-structure through a semantic overlap with (or inheritance from -cf. Kim 2011) interrogatives, based on the fact that both protases and interrogatives signal the non-assignment of truth value to the proposition expressed. As Traugott (1985:293f.) puts it, both set up "alternative possible worlds"-the difference being that the V1-clause has independent illocutionary force in the case of polar interrogatives.
Based on these premisses, we focus our investigation on two grammaticalization parameters from Hopper (1991) , viz. divergence and specialization. First, we enquire into the similarity (or otherwise) of V1-protases with polar interrogatives through the phenomenon of lexical overlap: the less lexical overlap there is between the verbs used to introduce V1-protases and polar interrogatives, the more the former will be seen as diverging from the latter. In the first instance, this is a qualitative issue, as we expect to find that German V1-protases can (and indeed do) contain the same finite verbs as polar interrogatives, whereas in English we already suspect V1-conditionals to be introduced only by a well-defined subset (viz. 'should', 'had' and 'were') of the already restricted subset of verbs that can introduce polar interrogatives (viz. all modal and auxiliary verbs). At the same time the issue is a quantitative one, because even if the verbs are the same, various (types of) verbs may still differ in terms of token frequency between the two clause types or the two languages. König (2012:8f.) hints at this possibility: according to his (anecdotal) evidence, German V1-protases show a palpable tendency towards the use of 'sollte', 'hätte' and 'wäre', i.e. precisely the cognates of 'should', 'had' and 'were' in English. If this can be confirmed, it will lend indirect support to the view that V1-conditionals are indeed moving in the same direction in both languages, if more slowly in German than in English.
The criterion of specialization, by contrast, applies to entire conditionals, not just their protases, and requires 'if/wenn'-conditionals as a point of reference, not polar interrogatives. Since conditionals are typically used to signal different degrees of likelihood of the respective states of affairs becoming reality, and therefore display the combinations of tense and mood known called 'realis ', 'potentialis' and 'irrealis' (aka 'neutral', 'tentative' and 'counterfactual' conditionality -cf. below) , the degree to which V1-conditionals specialize for these functions can be measured by comparing their tense-mood-patterns with those of syndetic conditionals. Again, this criterion (which we call 'functional overlap') is both a qualitative and a quantitative one, and this time we expect English V1-conditionals to display a higher degree of specialization for potentialis and irrealis, i.e. more functional overlap with conditionals, than that displayed (if at all) by their counterparts in German.
In the remainder of this paper, we will proceed as outlined above: by moving from lexical overlap at protasis level, where the point of reference are polar interrogatives (section 2), to functional overlap at the level of the conditional sentence, where the point of reference are 'if-/wenn'-conditionals (section 3), to a brief conclusion (section 4). In doing so, we hope to provide a comparative survey of V1-conditionals in present-day German and English that is useful, not only to descriptive grammar-writing in both languages, 7 but also to a subsequent comparison of the historical changes that have been affecting V1-conditionals in English and German since the beginning of historical documentation ('Sprachwandelvergleich', cf. Fleischer and Simon, eds., 2013) .
2.
Lexical overlap
English
Information in the literature concerning the finite verb forms that occur in V1-protases in English is surprisingly sketchy. According to Quirk et al. (1985 Quirk et al. ( : 1006 , the verbs used are mainly 'had', 'should' and 'were', but 'could' and 'might' are also said to occur (if rarely). Similar information is found in Huddleston and Pullum (2002:753, 970) , who claim that 'had' is the verb principally used and that 'should', 'could' and 'dare' also occur occasionally (cf. also Leech 2004:123). Poutsma (1929:706) lists 'had', 'should' and 'were' and also 'did', whereas only 'had', 'should' and 'were' occur according to Sinclair (1996:748) , Declerck and Reed (2001:27f.) and Biber et al. (2000:851) . A corpus search in the BNC (100 million words) for the seven verbs listed between these authors proves the last-named group right: all 1,589 V1-conditionals attested are introduced by either 'had', 'should' or 'were', never by 'might', 'could', 'dare' or 'did'. Out of the attested three, 'had' (n=825) is by far the most frequent (as claimed by Huddleston and Pullum 2002) , followed by 'should' (n=584) and 'were' (n=180): 'Had' is almost exclusively used in V1-protases as a pluperfect auxiliary, cf. (13). Only in isolated instances (n=6) does it occur as a main verb, cf. (14) ' (16.79%, n=13,676) to 'needn't' (0.001%, n=1). 72% of these forms are in the present tense. Auxiliaries in polar interrogatives may occur with the cliticized negation '-n't', whereas V1-protases allow only the full form 'not' in its normal position behind the subject (Quirk et al. 1985 (Quirk et al. :1094 Taking in turn the three verb forms which overlap between polar interrogatives and V1-protases (i.e. 'had', 'should' and 'were'), 'had' has a share of just 1.29% (n=1047) in polar interrogatives and never occurs as a main verb, only as a pluperfect auxiliary as in (21) The element of obligation is lacking in V1-protases; conversely, 'should' in interrogatives never has the same reading as in protases. Huddleston and Pullum (2002) therefore treat 'should' in protases as a separate variant (labeled simply "conditional") which occurs in this type of context only. The third verb used in polar interrogatives, 'were', occurs (as in V1-protases) as a passive auxiliary, as a copula and in the 'were' + subject + 'to' -infinitive construction: We may therefore safely assume that 'were' in (25) and (26) also represents a subjunctive. These observations support two conclusions. First, although the verb forms attested in V1-protases (viz. 'had', 'should' and 'were') predictably form a proper subset of those that occur in polar interrogatives, the overlap is actually deceptive, as these forms have a distinct meaning in V1-protases from polar interrogatives. Second, it is clear that V1-conditionals cannot be described as emergent from discourse in present-day English the way their counterparts could be described as emergent from discourse in examples like (10) and (11) from German and even (12) from Early Modern English. According to Jespersen's scenario, as sketched above, polar interrogatives may well have been at the historical origin of V1-conditionals, but this association clearly does not hold any longer in English today.
German
In present-day German, the situation is very different: here, the sharp distinction between V1-protases and polar interrogatives that we found in present-day English is lacking, and a broad transition zone between both clause types is unmistakable. A search in the DeReKo's Tagged-TEI-Archiv (20 million words), 9 which yields a total of 4,259 tokens, fails to suggest any restrictions on the verb types that occur in V1-protases (see figure 2). Modal verbs make up 29% of tokens (n=1,235). This includes forms of 'wollen' ("want"), as in example (28), and also 'können' ("can"), 'müssen' ("must"), 'mögen' ("like, want") and 'dürfen' ("may"), as well as 'sollen' ("must, shall"): 'Werden', too, introduces V1-protases (13%, n=553). As elsewhere in the language, it functions as a main verb 'become' as in (32), as an auxiliary for the passive and the future, and as a paraphrase for the past subjunctive as in (33) "If two players have the same card, the lowest, they both pay."
As shown by these examples, German V1-protases allow forms of both past and present, both indicative and subjunctive. The statistical distribution of the four categories, however, is uneven. As Figure 3 shows, the majority of tokens is in the present indicative (58.2%, n=2,478), and the past subjunctive is also common (38.9%, n=1,658). By contrast, the present subjunctive and the past indicative are marginal, together amounting to just 2.9%. Given the wide range of variability of the verb in German V1-protases, it is not surprising that V1-conditionals are altogether more common in terms of relative text frequency in German than in English. In the German Tagged-TEI-Archiv V1-conditionals amount to 0.2417% of all sentential units (4,259 / 1,762,299) in German, making them almost ten times as frequent as in the English BNC, where they amount to just 0.0255% (1,589 / 6,232,360 ) -clearly a significant difference, as shown by Fisher's Exact Test (p < 0.00001).
The greater variability of verbs in V1-protases in German also implies a greater similarity with polar interrogatives than in English. A search for polar interrogatives in the Tagged-TEI-Archiv yields 5,990 tokens in total and shows that polar interrogatives are introduced by the same types of verbs as V1-protases, viz. main verbs, modal verbs and the auxiliaries 'werden', 'sein' and 'haben'. Polar interrogatives and V1-protases each display the full range of modals available in German, i.e. 'können', 'sollen', 'wollen', 'müssen', 'mögen' and 'dürfen'; 'sein', 'werden' and 'haben' all occur as both main verbs and auxiliaries in each clause type. The same holds for tense and mood: verbs in German polar interrogatives display the same range of variation as in V1-protases, occurring in the present and past indicative and in the present (i.e. quotative) and past subjunctives. Example (37) shows the past subjunctive of 'lassen' ("let, allow, enable"):
(37) Ließe sich 'die Angelegenheit' nicht geräuschlos beilegen? (DeReKo: S93)
"Wouldn't it be possible to settle 'the affair' quietly?" However, the relative share of the categories is different in polar interrogatives, as suggested by Figure 4 . Although main verbs are the most frequent verb type in both polar interrogatives and V1-protases, they are used somewhat less in polar interrogatives (34%, n=2,003) than in V1-protases. Modal verbs amount to almost a third of tokens in V1-protases, but to less than a fifth in polar interrogatives (19%, n=1,163) ; 'werden' amounts to 13% of V1-protases, but to just 7% in polar interrogatives. On the other hand, 'sein' and 'haben', which respectively make up 11% and 5% of verbs in V1-protases, are considerably more frequent in polar interrogatives: 'sein' is almost twice as frequent at 26% of tokens (n=1,551), and 'haben' is three times as frequent (14%, n=839). And as Figure 5 shows, tense and mood also have different relative shares in plora interrogatives than in V1-protases (cf. A comparison of Figures 3 and 5 suggests the following main difference: whereas verbs in V1-protases are predominantly in the present indicative (58.2%) or in the past subjunctive (38.9%), polar interrogatives are overwhelmingly in the present indicative (82.1%, n=4,906) and occasionally in the past subjunctive (7.3%, n=435). Overall, these differences are highly significant, as shown by the Chi Square test: χ² (3) = 1231.918; p < 0.00001. Also conspicuous is the high incidence of past forms, which is much greater in V1-conditionals than in polar interrogatives. Since German V1-protases are not restricted to the past, forms of the present could in principle be just as frequent in V1-protases as in polar interrogatives. In fact, past forms (especially in the subjunctive) are much more common in V1-protases than in polar interrogatives. And since past verb forms are the only ones to occur in V1-protases in English, this makes German V1-protases similar to their English cousins to a certain extent. A more detailed picture emerges from a comparison between the token frequencies of the verb forms attested in V1-protases in each language. As Table  1 shows, the German cognates of English 'had', 'should' and 'were' (i.e. of precisely those verb forms which occur in V1-protases in English) are among the 15 most frequent verb forms in German V1-protases. The most frequent form is 'sollte' (n=703); its plural form 'sollten' is the second most frequent (n=263), representing 22% of all tokens between them. 'Hätte' is the fifth most frequent form (n=153), amounting to 4.6% of tokens with its plural form 'hätten' (n=43, in turn the fifteenth most frequent form). 'Wäre' is the seventh most frequent form (2.4%, n=102). So although the relative ranking of the forms differs from that of their English cognates, and other verb forms also occur, there is a clear tendency in V1-protases in German to privilege the very forms whose cognates occur in V1-protases in English. König's hypothesis that German V1-conditionals are in fact more similar to their English counterparts in terms of protasis verbs than one might expect at first sight (2012:8f.) is therefore spot-on. A final comparison of these frequencies with the corresponding frequencies in polar interrogatives throws these data into extra relief. 'Hätte'* and 'hätten'** in polar interrogatives amount respectively to just 0.9% (n=53) and 0.4% (n=22) of tokens and 'wäre'*** to 1.2% (n=74). The differences are highly significant: *χ² (1) = 92.321, p < 0.0001; **χ² (1) = 16.222, p < 0.0001; ***χ² (1) = 193.695, p < 0.0001. Although 'sollte' and 'sollten', the most frequent verb forms in German V1-protases, also occur in polar interrogatives (with a distinct, deontic meaning), they are much rarer there: 'sollte' only makes up 1.2% (n=72) in polar interrogatives and 'sollten' as little as 0.3% (n=20).
Functional overlap

Levels of clause-linkage
As is well-known, conditional (and other adverbial) relationships can be expressed at different levels: content, inferential, and illocutionary (Sweetser 1990 , cf. also Dancygier 1998 . Most examples cited so far belong to the content level, i.e. they express a causal ('deontic') relationship between two states of affairs, p and q, such that p is a sufficient condition for the realization of q. Since this relationship enables speakers to make predictions from one state of affairs to another, prototypical content-level conditionals are often called 'predictive' in the literature (Schwenter 1999 :15, cf. Dancygier 1998 . For instance, conditionals (38) and (39) "If Scharping becomes Chancellor, the coalition partner provides the foreign minister." Default features of content-level conditionals in use are the phenomenon of conditional perfection (a conversational implicature by which p is assumed to be not just a sufficient but a necessary condition for q -or in other words: that if non-p, then non-q, see Sweetser 1990:115, van der Auwera 1997) and a set of constraints on combinations of tense and mood in the main and subordinate clauses, known as consecutio temporum or sequence-of-tenses, which correlate with different evaluations by the speaker as to the probability of p and q being realized in the real world. There are three prototypical types of evaluation (and hence tense-mood combinations), traditionally referred to as 'realis', 'potentialis' and 'irrealis'; we will refer to them by the English terms 'neutral', 'tentative' and 'counterfactual' (Huddleston and Pullum 2002, inter alia) . The levels of clause-linkage and the associated sequence-of-tense phenomena and probability readings are significant because they show that, despite certain differences in frequency, the various formal types of conditionals are more unified than is sometimes assumed in the literature, especially with regard to German (see e.g. Reis and Wöllstein 2010). Content-level V1-conditionals express the three levels of likelihood exactly as syndetic conditionals do. Thus, the (constructed) V1-conditionals in (40)- (42) Finally, V1-conditionals can express linkage at the illocutionary level. The protasis then expresses a condition under which the speech act being carried out by the apodosis can succeed or be relevant (Sweetser 1990 Instead, the subject (ich) as in (45) or some other topical constituent (mir) as in (46) fills the forefield and the protasis remains structurally outside the apodosis. The observation that V1-conditionals show the tense-mood patterns and levels of interclausal linkage that are typical of conditionals (including lack of clause-integration with illocuationary-level linkage in German) adds a significant dimension to a discussion that has so far been focused on protasis verbs only. As the sequence-of-tense rule affects only conditionals with linkage at the content level, we will be concerned exclusively with this linkage level from now on. We will be distinguishing the tense-mood patterns A to C that were illustrated above in examples (40)- (42), and will often be speaking of 'pattern A/B/C verb forms', i.e. of verb forms that are typically associated with one or another of these patterns and hence with one of three probability readings: neutrality, tentativity, counterfactuality.
German
Given what we know about finite verbs in the protases of V1-conditionals in English and German, we can expect significant differences in the realization of tense-mood patterns between the two languages. After all, English V1-protases are only introduced by 'had', 'should' or 'were', suggesting that V1-conditionals in English are restricted to patterns B and C and thus form a proper subset of their German counterparts in this regard. And since more than half of V1-protases in the BNC are introduced by 'had', we can expect English V1-conditionals to have predominantly, if not exclusively, non-neutrality (mainly counterfactual) readings. German, by contrast, allows any form of any verb in V1-protases, and since the protasis verb is mostly in the present indicative, we can expect most V1-conditionals to have a neutrality reading in German, even though non-neutrality readings should still be relatively frequent.
The data that we will use to test these expectations consist of a random selection of 500 tokens out of the 4,259 V1-conditionals attested in the Tagged-TEI-Archiv. Out of these 500, 20 had inferential or illocutionary linkage and were de-selected manually. Out of the remaining 480 tokens, just over half (52.9%, n=255) showed pattern A, i.e. the neutrality pattern. The vast majority of these (48.1%, of the total, n=230) have the present indicative in both clauses as shown in (48). A small majority has the future tense in the apodosis (2.1%, n=10) or the present perfect in the protasis (1.3%, n=6) "If continuous traffic has formed in all lanes, the right-hand lane is allowed to move faster."
All these patterns get a neutrality reading, as does a tiny minority which has the present subjunctive as a quotative marker in one of the clauses or both (1.6%, n=9). Among the non-neutrality patterns, pattern B is numerically the more important one with 21.9% of all tokens (n=105). This pattern has two subtypes, depending on whether the protasis refers to the present or the future; the former (which always has a static verb in the protasis) is by default read counterfactually, the latter usually has a tentativity reading. The subtype relating to the present, as shown in (51)- (52), is rare with just 2.3% of tokens (n=11) "If the museum were located elsewhere, there wouldn't be those sandstone columns connected by arches."
The remainder of pattern B conditionals relate to the future and amount to 18.3% of tokens (n=88). Although this type, which has the past subjunctive in both clauses, is attested with main verbs in the protasis -e.g. 'kommen' ("come") in (53) -, the majority have an auxiliary, e.g. 'werden' in the past subjunctive, i.e. 'würden' ("would"): "Were I to explain his confidence psychologically, it would no longer be a call to myself to which I could respond."
More frequent than 'würde', however, are forms of modal verbs, mainly 'sollen' (n=30) as shown in (54), but also 'können' (n=2), 'müssen' (n=2) and 'wollen' "Had she/it exploded, too, it would have spelled the end for them all."
Apart from the three regular patterns, tokens regularly occur that combine verb forms from different regular patterns. By far the most important such pattern combines the past subjunctive of 'sollen' in the protasis with a pattern-A-form in the apodosis (mostly the present indicative). With a total share of 14.4% (n=69), it is almost twice as frequent as regular 'sollte'-conditionals with the past subjunctive in the apodosis. The apodosis verb is mostly in the present indicative (n=49), in rare cases in the future tense (n=4) "Should husband and wife not reach a consensus concerning the order of their names in a double surname, the decision will be taken in a random draw." "Should the procedure go well, Kinopolis will go into business on October 2nd with all ten screens."
The remaining examples with 'sollte' in the protasis have the present subjunctive in the apodosis, which functions as a quotative marker (n=16). The special status of 'sollte' in German conditionals has often been noted in the literature (see Reis and Wöllstein 2010:135-137) , and so has the ability of 'sollte'-protases to combine with either a pattern-A-or a pattern-B-apodosis. With 'wenn'-conditionals, the corresponding structure looks as follows:
(59)' Wenn dabei alles klar gehen sollte, … "If the procedure should go well, ..."
According to Leirbukt (1997:79) , such mixed 'wenn-sollte'-conditionals express neutrality just like regular pattern-A-conditionals; Engel (2004: 148) similarly appears to suggest that they express something in between neutrality and tentativity. However, this is an ad-hoc account for which we fail to find support in the V1-data. Interestingly, the DeReKo corpus contains V1-conditionals as in (59) with two coordinated protases, the first of which has 'sollte' inV1-position and the second has a verb in the present indicative (like the apodosis) with V2-order: Such structures suggest that at least some speakers are able to interpret 'sollte' as a present indicative in line with the second verb and to treat the whole conditional as an expression of neutrality. Leirbukt (1997:79) seems to suggest that 'sollte' has acquired a present-tense reading by reanalysis, implying ambiguity between a present and a past reading which can be activated on a case-to-case basis, but in the light of examples like (59) this appear unlikely. Instead, (60) suggests that 'sollte' has become vague, at least for some speakers, and that it can now be treated by default as a clause-initial conditionality marker regardless of the other verb forms that appear around it -something also implied, if in different terminology, by Reis and Wöllstein (2010:137) . We return to this point below.
English
As with German, our results for English are based on a random selection of 500 tokens extracted out of the 1,589 V1-conditionals attested in the BNC. Among the 500 were 63 with inferential or illocutionary linkage, which were manually deselected, leaving 437 conditionals with content-level linkage for analysis. The first, unsurprising result is that English V1-conditionals have pattern C in more than half of all tokens (53.7%, n=242). This pattern invariably gets a counterfactual reading, based mostly on the fact that the protasis refers to an unreal state of affairs in the past (n=234), as in (61), although reference to an unreal state in the present (n=8) also occurs, as in (62): (61) Apart from 'should', V1-conditionals with pattern B may also be introduced by were in the protasis (12.1%, n=55), in which case the apodosis mostly has 'would' (or else 'might', 'could' or 'should', the latter in the sense of 'would'). The protasis may refer to the present or the future, like 'should' in (63). Interestingly, 'were' -conditionals refer to the future (7.5%, n=34), in which case the 'were ... to'-construction is typically used, more often than to the present, as illustrated in (64) This subtype amounts to more than a fifth of all tokens (21.6%) and is thus two and a half times as frequent as regular combinations of a 'should'-protasis with a pattern-B-apodosis. This is reminiscent of German, where mixed 'sollte'-conditionals are almost twice as frequent as regular 'sollte'-conditionals with a pattern B form in the apodosis. The views expressed in the literature on mixed 'if'-conditionals with 'should' in the protasis -cf. the paraphrase in (59)' above -are analogous to those expressed about mixed 'wenn-sollte'-conditionals: one view (Jespersen 1940:334f.) suggests that they express neutrality, i.e. that "we may substitute a simple present for the 'should'-combination" in such cases (ibd.); another view (represented by Leech 2004:119f. and Huddleston and Pullum 2002:188) maintains that they express a degree of likelihood in between neutrality and tentativity, i.e. "slightly greater doubt", as Huddleston and Pullum (ibd.) put it. As in German, the former view is supported by examples in the BNC containing two coordinated protases, the first of which has 'should' and the second (like the apodosis) a verb in the present indicative: (68) Should the problem persist, or you cannot contact the Area Manager, the Regional Management Centre is the next point of contact for your complaint. (BNC: EE0)
The ease with which at least some speakers seem to apply a present indicative reading to forms so transparently non-present morphologically, as well as general processing considerations, suggest that 'should' and 'sollte' in conditionals are not processed in paradigmatic opposition to the respective present forms 'shall' and 'soll'. Instead, they have become vague and thus liable to be treated by default as clause-initial conditionality markers regardless of the other verb forms that occur in the same construction.
Discussion
Given the existence of mixed 'if-should'-and 'wenn-sollte'-conditionals with neutrality reading, it does not in itself come as a surprise that there are also corresponding V1-conditionals with 'should' and 'sollte'. Nevertheless it is remarkable, particularly in English, as English V1-conditionals otherwise have a strong tendency towards non-neutrality, as shown in Figure 6 . Since the occurrence of neutrality readings in V1-conditionals in English is due exclusively to mixed 'should'-conditionals, these conditionals clearly buck what is otherwise a robust trend. It is as if, thanks to the vagueness of conditional 'should', speakers of English can have their cake and eat it, too -i.e. maintain V1-conditionals as a distinct strategy for the expression of non-neutrality while also using V1-'should' to express neutrality just as in 'if'-conditionals. In German, the existence and prominence of mixed 'sollte' -conditionals is less remarkable, as suggested by a comparison of Figure 6 with Figure 7 .
Figure7. Probability readings in German V1-conditionals.
The share of neutrality in German (including mixed 'sollte'-conditionals, n=69) turns out to be broadly similar to the share of non-neutrality readings in English and vice versa. 28.3% of tokens in German have non-neutrality readings, with counterfactuals (the largest group in English) being the smallest in German at just 9.6%. Tentativity is in the middle with 18.8% (n=90), with 'sollte' introducing the protasis in less than half of the tokens (n=39). In other words, despite a palpable tendency for German V1-conditionals to serve non-neutrality functions, this tendency is far less pronounced than in English, hence mixed 'sollte'-conditionals with neutrality readings are also that much less remarkable.
A similar picture is suggested by a comparison with probability readings in 'if-/wenn'-conditionals. In order to investigate English 'if'-conditionals, a random sample of 500 'if'-conditionals from the BNC was taken and manually cleared of inferential and illocutionary tokens (which interestingly amounted to 215, far more than the 63 found in the corresponding sample of 500 V1-conditionals). The remaining 285 content-level conditionals were analysed for tense-mood patterns, see Figure 8 . The share of non-neutrality in 'if'-conditionals (22.8%; n=65) is only about a third of that in V1-conditionals; conversely, neutrality is about three times as frequent in 'if '-conditionals (77.2%; n=220) . This difference is remarkable and highly significant (p < 0.0001). What seems to be emerging in English conditionals is a tendency for functional complementarity, with neutrality expressed predominantly by 'if'-conditionals and non-neutrality (especially counterfactuality) overwhelmingly expressed by V1-conditionals. This confirms our suspicion that mixed V1-conditionals with 'should' and a neutrality reading contradict the tendency for V1-conditionals to specialize for non-neutrality.
With regard to German, the assumption that V1-conditionals show at least some degree of specialization for non-neutrality is confirmed: although V1-conditionals show non-neutrality in German far more rarely (at 28.3%, as shown by Figure 7 ) than in English, the share of non-neutrality patterns is relatively high in German, too. As with English 'if'-conditionals above, a comparison with 'wenn'-conditionals yields instructive observations. A random sample of 500 German 'wenn'-conditionals was similarly extracted from the DeReKo's Tagged-TEI-Archiv; tokens with linkage at the inferential or illocutionary levels (which amounted to 122, far less than the 215 out of 500 English 'if'-conditionals but more than the 480 out of 500 German V1-conditionals) were deselected manually. The 378 remaining content-level 'wenn'-conditionals were analyzed for neutrality and non-neutrality, as shown in Figure 9 . Unlike in English, V1-and 'wenn'-conditionals in German resemble each other insofar as neutrality is the most frequent reading in each language. At the same time, neutrality is more frequent in 'wenn'-conditionals (92.8%) than in V1-conditionals (71.7%); conversely, non-neutrality is about four times as frequent in V1-conditionals (28.3%) as in 'wenn'-conditionals (just 7.2%); as in English, this difference is highly significant statistically (FET; p < 0.0001). So even though mixed 'sollte'-conditionals clearly buck the trend in German, too, the effect is less spectacular than in English because German V1-conditionals lead less of a niche existence vis-à-vis 'wenn'-conditionals than their English V1-counterparts do vis-à-vis 'if'-conditionals.
Conclusions
At the start of the present paper, we observed how the Merkel slogan (1) along with similar V1-conditionals in German seemed to accentuate the differences between V1-conditionals in German and English: in contrast to German, it is impossible to form V1-protases in English with a main verb, or indeed with any verb in the indicative, due to the exclusive use of 'should', 'had' and 'were'. Since this restriction does not seem to have applied to the same extent in the past, it has been suggested in the literature that V1-conditionals have been evolving in an asynchronous fashion in the two languages, with English leading the way down the same grammaticalization path from presumed joint origins in polar interrogatives (König 2012:8f.) . While any diachronic investigation that could confirm or disconfirm this assumption on the basis of historical data had to remain outside the remit of the present paper, our initial observations did allow us to set up working hypothesis that were testable upon present-day data, focusing on Hopper's (1991) grammaticalization criteria of divergence and specialization. Divergence was defined through lexical overlap between V1-protases and polar interrogatives, and specialization through functional overlap between V1-conditionals and 'if-/wenn'-conditionals as seen in the tense-moodpatterns indicating different probability readings. Our expectation was that English V1-conditionals would turn out to be highly divergent from polar interrogatives and to occupy a functional niche with respect to 'if'-conditionals, with their German counterparts showing more transitional characteristics in both respects. Telltale signs that German has been advancing down the same path as English towards more divergence and specialization, if more slowly, were of particular interest. Our empirical investigation, based on corpus data from the BNC and DeReKo corpora, broadly confirmed these hypotheses. It also fleshed out the notion of 'functional overlap' by demonstrating a robust complementarity in English between 'if'-and V1-conditionals with respect to the expression of neutrality and non-neutrality readings and by showing that this trends coexists with an opposing tendency for 'should' (which similarly affects German 'sollte') to express neutrality in combination with present or future verb forms. The latter observation is compatible with the asynchronicity hypothesis insofar as 'should/sollte' seems to have become semantically vague, at least for some speakers, due to a loss of paradigmatic distinctness from other forms of 'shall/sollen' in conditionals.
The main issues for future research are clearly twofold. On the one hand, there are other constructional aspects of V1-conditionals that merit investigation, such as clause order. In both German and English, V1-protases can be sentence-final as well as sentence-initial:
(69) Er wäre eingeschlafen, hätte er der Predigt noch länger zuhören müssen. (Reis and Wöllstein 2010:139) "He would have fallen asleep had he been obliged to listen to the sermon any longer."
Interestingly, sentence-final (and indeed sentence-medial) placement of V1-protases in German is more or less restricted to pattern B or (as in the example) pattern C verb forms, while pattern A forms tend to be avoided to varying degrees (Reis and Wöllstein 2010:138-140, Pittner 2011:89-82) . This is indirectly confirmed by Angela Merkel herself, whose sole documented use of (1) 
Europe fails fails the Euro
The same tendency to restrict sentence-final V1-protases to pattern B and C forms seems to hold to a greater or lesser extent in other Germanic languages (Iatridou and Embick 1994:190-193) . This is remarkable because even in German, V1-protases therefore tend to be more like their English counterparts, and hence less like interrogatives, if used non-initially.
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The other main issue arising from our contrastive observations concerning V1-conditionals in present-day English and German is how the present-day situation is to be interpreted diachronically: were V1-conditionals in earlier English really more like V1-conditionals in present-day German, and does their evolution show an increase of divergence from polar interrogatives and of specialization for conditionality? If so, how clear is the link (as suggested by Hawkins 1986:210-213) between these developments and the more marginal status of V1 in the English SVO environment generally? Since V1-conditionals in closely related languages like Swedish (Hilpert 2010, Auer and Lindström 2012) and anecdotally also Dutch seem to behave much more like German than English, at least in written registers, 13 it is tempting to look for an explanation in the context of the divergent development of the English grammatical system at large. The stage is clearly set for a panchronic, Germanic-wide comparison in which issues of register and spoken usage should play a larger role than we have been able to achieve in the present investigation, which focused on V1-conditionals in two clearly divergent languages in written usage only.
